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Abstract
This studyaims to propose a comprehensive and reliable instrument to measure the perceived quality of destination websites. The 
tool evaluates destination websites according to four quality factors integrated from existing tools: information completeness, 
credibility, usability, and persuasiveness. Filipino domestic tourists were asked to use the tool to evaluate four provincial tourism 
websites in the Philippines. Measurements were taken for every factor.An initial reliability analysis was done to remove 
questionnaire items that weaken the Cronbach’s alpha of the instrument. Then, principal component analysis was used on the 
remaining items to check the unidimensionality of the tool. This analysisreduced the original four factors into three, namely 
influence, completeness, and usability. Credibility and persuasiveness merged into a single factor, calledinfluence,
whilecompleteness and usability were confirmed to be standalone factors. Scores for every factor as well as an aggregate score of 
all three factors, called the User-Perceived Quality (UPQ) score, were computed. The scores were used to draw comparisons 
between the websites used in the study. Design and managerial implications are also discussed.A final reliability analysis showed 
that the proposed tool gave higher measurement reliability (measured by Cronbach’s alpha) than other existing tools. Hence, the 
tool developed, called the User-Perceived Quality Scale, is put forward as a potential standard framework for evaluating 
destination websites. 
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1. Introduction
Many cities, provinces, and countries around the world rely on tourism for economic growth.According to the 
World Tourism Organization, tourism contributed 9% to global gross domestic product (GDP) and 9% as well to 
global employment in 2013 [1]. In many developing countries, tourism contributes 10% to as much as 25% of GDP. 
Tourism is a major source of foreign exchange income, employment, and infrastructure development.
Like many developing countries, the Philippines relies on tourism to effect economic growth. In 2012, tourism 
accounted for 6.2% of GDP as well as contributed 11% to the country’s total employment [2]. The Department of 
Tourism, the country’s national Destination Marketing Organization (DMO), estimates 10 million foreign and 35.5 
million domestic tourists by 2016 [3].
Domestic tourism continues to outpace foreign tourism in the Philippines. According to a report by the Mindoro 
Post, domestic tourism contributes eight times more to the government’s tourism revenues than international 
tourism, even as revenues from foreign tourists remain at Php 100 billion per year [4]. Thus, domestic tourism is 
considered the backbone of the Philippine tourism industry. Due in part to this fact, the local government units 
(LGUs) has been given the responsibility of promoting their respective destinations.
Governments and private institutions invest in attracting tourists through Destination Marketing Organizations 
(DMOs).  DMOs promote and market a specific destination—a city, state, region, or country—to potential travellers 
[5]. In the past, DMOs have used brochures, TV commercials, and print advertisements to promote their 
destinations. But as the Internet gained popularity in recent years, DMOs turned to online channels to cope with 
rising new behaviors among people and tourists. Nowadays, many potential tourists prefer to look for travel 
information online [6]. Examples of travel information include suggested itineraries, calendar of events, local 
transportation, accommodation, language, currency, and visa information. Moreover, people are now more likely to 
purchase airline tickets online rather than through physical ticketing outlets [7]. 
The increasing popularity of online transactions has urged DMOs to adopt the World Wide Web (WWW) as their 
primary marketing channel. Hence, DMOs have been creating websites dedicated solely to promote and represent 
their destinations, called official tourism websites or destination websites [8].While travel information is also 
available from blogs [9] and social media pages [10], destination websites are regarded as the most credible source
of informationbecausethey formally represent their destinations [11]. It was found that 93% of Internet users who 
seek travel information online visit official destination websites [12]. Therefore, DMOs should refine their 
destinationwebsites because such websites allow users to evaluate the products, services, and experiences offered by 
a destination [13].Destination websites help users form a positive image of the place [14] and even influences their 
intentions to travel to the place [15].
These statements suggest that LGUs in the Philippines shouldput more emphasis in improving their existing 
destination websites. In this regard, this study aims to provide a tool that measures the quality of destination
websites from the website user’s perspective. LGUs can then use the tool to evaluatethe effectiveness of their 
destination websites in terms of how well theyare perceived by target users and to uncover design opportunities.
2. Literature review
2.1. Evaluation approaches
Many studies have dealt with measuring the quality of tourism websites in general, which include hotel websites, 
airline websites, destination websites, and travel agency websites, each using their own approach to evaluation. Law, 
Qi, and Buhalis [8] summarized the different approaches into the following five types: (1) counting, (2) automated, 
(3) numerical computation, (4) user judgment, and (5) combined methods. The counting method involves counting 
the number of features and information that a tourism website offers. The automated method uses software 
applications to record website usagemetrics such as page views, clicks, and bounce rates. The numerical approach 
uses formulae or mathematical modelling to measure or predict a website’s performance. User judgment deals with 
soliciting users’ feedback and measuring their satisfaction levels with a Likert Scale. Lastly, the combined method 
uses two or more approaches at once.
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The proposed tool uses the combined approach to evaluation, consisting of the user judgment and numerical
types. The website users’ perceptions and impressions of the website are measured using a Likert scale (user 
judgment type). These ratings are then used to compute for an over-all score of quality (numerical type) called the 
User-Perceived Quality (UPQ) score, which can be used to monitor the effects of enhancements and to compare 
against similar websites. Law, Qi, and Buhalissupport the use of quantitative methods over qualitative methods 
because they are measurable, repeatable, and can likely be used to form a long-term strategy [8].
2.2. Existing evaluation tools and website quality attributes
Many studies have attempted to measure the quality of destination websites, in particular. However, each study 
used their own evaluation tool and these tools in turn measure their own set of website quality attributes.As a result, 
some toolsmeasure attributes that others do not measure, which makes some studies appear lacking in contrast to 
other studies that measured more attributes.
This apparent lack of agreement as to the holistic set of website attributes makes it difficult to compare the 
findings of one study to another. Likewise, Law, Qi, and Buhalis concluded their meta-study by stating that there is 
still no universally-accepted framework for evaluating destination websites [8]. Having wide-ranging evaluation 
techniques and various website quality attributes could have made it almost impossible to establish the standard way 
to evaluate the quality of destination websites.
Law, Qi, and Buhalisfurther urged future researchers to focus on refining existing evaluation instruments instead 
of purely applying them to different data sets [8]. As a response, the tool developed in this study uses a combination 
of attributes identified by prior studies as important attributes of a destination website.The attributes can be 
classified into the four general factors, as seen in Table 1. They areinformation completeness, credibility, usability, 
and persuasiveness.Completeness refers to the presence or absence of certain information in the website. Credibility 
deals with the trust and confidence users place on the website. Usabilityrefers to the ease of using and navigating the 
website. Persuasiveness deals with the effect of the website on the user’s travel decisions or subsequent actions.By
using an integrated set of attributes, the tool developed naturally gives a more comprehensive evaluation of a 
destination website than any of the existing tools involved in the study.
3. Methodology
3.1. Measuring the website qualityfactors
3.1.1. Completeness
The tool combines the tools of [18] and [21] that focused on quantifying the completeness of information of 
destination websites. Both tools let evaluators record the number of travel information and features that they can 
find in the website. There are 25 website items in all. If a certain piece of information or feature is present, 1 point is 
assigned to that item. On the other hand, when the feature is absent, a 0 point is assigned to that item. Finally, the 
sum of all points is computed, with a total possible score of 25. The score obtained reflects the completeness of 
information contained in the website.
Moreover, people may value certain information more than others, depending on their current needs. Hence for 
every item, the respondent is also asked, “How important is this information to you?” The respondent answers with 
a value from a 5-point Likert scale, indicating the level of importance that they assign to each item.
Table 1. Integrating the web quality attributes used in prior studies.
General WebFactors Sample Web Quality Attributes Prior studies
Completeness of 
Information
information quality, textual information, social media integration, travel aids [15], [16], [18], [11], 
[20], [21]
Credibility security, privacy, trust, reliability [16], [17]
Usability ease of use, responsiveness, interactivity, personalization, involvement, navigation, 
information architecture, accessibility
[15], [16], [17], [18], 
[20]
Persuasiveness visual appearance, fulfillment, inspiration, reciprocity, advertising, auditory features, 
pictures and visuals
[15], [16], [17], [19]
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3.1.2. Credibility
The credibility statements used by [17] and [22] were adapted and combined in this study. There are 3 statements 
in all. Like the two studies, Credibility is measured using a 5-point Likert scale. The Likert ratings per statement are 
summed upand the total score is treated as the Credibility score.
3.1.3. Usability
The usability statements of [17] and [20] are covered by [22]. The tool of [22] is adapted in this study.
According to [22], seven web attributes directly influence purchase intention, namely telepresence, navigability, 
interactivity, learnability, readability, content relevance and credibility. However, only four attributes which truly 
affect the user’s efficiency in using a website were applied in this study, namelynavigability, interactivity, 
learnability, and readability.Navigability is the capability to provide alternative interaction and navigating 
techniques. Interactivity is the website’s ability to create vivid interaction and communication with users. 
Learnability is the rate at which a first time user becomes proficient of the main functionality in order to complete 
his tasks. Readability is the extent to which website components are well organized and easy to read and understand.
Based on the four usability attributes, nine (9) statements were created to which respondents must agree or 
disagree using the 5-point Likert Scale. The Likert ratings are summed up and the total score is treated as the 
usability score. The usability score denotes the perceived ease of using, navigating, and understanding the website.
3.1.4. Persuasiveness
The persuasiveness statements of [17] were adapted in this study. Moreover, two statements pertaining to the 
allure of pictureswere added as a reference to the findings of [20], which state that pictures had a significant impact 
on persuasiveness.A total of six (6) statements were generated. Like in the two reference studies, a 5-point Likert is 
used. The Likert ratings are summed up and the total score is treated as the Persuasiveness score. The 
Persuasiveness score denotes the ability of the website to influence the user’s travel decisions and subsequent 
actions.
3.2. Computing the over-all User-Perceived Quality Score
Several studies such as [20], [23], [22], and [11] have attempted to measure the over-all quality of a website 
usinga given set of attributes. In these studies, the scores for every attribute were summed up to obtain an over-all 
rating, suggesting that the variables had an additive effect towards the over-all score.
Likewise in this study, the User-Perceived Quality (UPQ) score is measured by the sum of the percentage scores 
of every factor measured: completeness, credibility, usability, and persuasiveness. The percentage score is obtained 
by dividing the raw score by the total possible score for that factor.
Moreover, it is possible that the four factors may not necessarily bear equal weights toward the UPQ score, i.e. 
users may value one factor more than the other. For this purpose, the respondents are asked to provide percentage 
weights to every factor (from 1%-100%) near the end of the questionnaire to indicate the level of importance they 
put on every factor.
Given the factor scores and the factor weights, the UPQ score is computed using the factor-rating method.
3.3. Survey procedures
The tool underwentpre-testing in order to check for the understandability of the statements and to test the general 
flow of the tool. The tool was administered to 40 random respondents composed of usability practitioners, web 
developers, office workers, and young professionals. Three pre-selected Filipino provincial tourism websites were 
evaluated. Some respondents reported seeing difficult words and so they were replaced with easier ones. The 
respondents were compensated with electronic cellphone load for their participation.
Next, the tool underwent a pilot test. The pilot test was conducted with the target population of Internet users 
living in the Philippines, of legal age, and who have the capacity and liberty to travel. A total of 121 respondents 
participated in the pilot test. Four (4) Filipino provincial websites were chosen for evaluation, namely:
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x Batangas - http://www.batangasallheresonear.com/
x Compostela Valley - http://www.ecomval.gov.ph/Tourism/index.php
x Ilocos Norte - http://www.tourismilocosnorte.com/pkumakaway/
x Negros Occidental - http://tourism.negros-occ.gov.ph/
The tool was uploaded to an online survey website so that participants can perform the activity remotely in their 
convenient time and place. To eliminate bias, participants were asked to evaluate a website of a place that he/she has 
not visited yet. After completing the activity, they were compensated via electronic cellphone load. After screening 
the responses, a total of 100 valid responses were accepted, with 25 responsesper website.
4. Results and findings
4.1. Verifying instrument validity
First, the validity of the instrument was assessed. To do this, a reliability analysis was done to confirm its
reliability and unidimensionality. Reliability is defined as the extent to which an individual subject answers the same 
question in the same way each time, which is assessed using Cronbach’s alpha. Unidimensionality refers to the 
extent to which indicators are strongly associated with each other and represent a single construct, which is usually 
assessed using principal component analysis.Since Completeness was measured in dichotomous data (yes/no), it 
isanalyzed separately from Credibility, Usability, and Persuasiveness, which were measured using the 5-point Likert 
scale. Microsoft Excel with Real Statistics add-on was used to perform the reliability and unidimensionality tests.
First is the Completeness scale with dichotomous data. The Completeness scale had a Cronbach’s alpha of 
0.8716, indicating high internal consistency. This means that there are at least some intercorrelations among the 
items, indirectly denoting unidimensionality. Next, it was examined whether removing certain items can further
increase the Cronbach’s alpha of the scale. There are four items that will give a higher alpha value for the scale
when removed, namely C7, C11, C12, and C24. However, given that the increase in alpha is not very high and that 
their average importance ratings are above 3 (moderately important), these items were retained in order to account 
for as many website features as possible. Table 2 shows a summary of the reliability analysis for the binary data.
Table 2. Analysis of binary data.
Items Cron. alpha if item is removed Items
Cron. alpha if
item is removed
&RPSOHWHQHVVĮ  C13 Events booking/ticketing 0.8639
C1 Hotel booking feature 0.8609 C14 Info for persons with disabilities 0.8667
C2 Hotel services and facilities 0.8637 C15 Info for travelling families or big groups 0.8616
C3 Info on how to get to [destination] 0.8700 C16 Nightlife 0.8612
C4 Visa information 0.8663 C17 Website membership/login feature 0.8680
C5 Itinerary/tour planner 0.8649 C18 Website language options 0.8679
C6 Local weather 0.8684 C19 Downloadable mobile apps 0.8685
C7 Local history 0.8761 C20 On-site games 0.8676
C8 Local news 0.8637 C21 Reviews/testimonials 0.8632
C9 Maps 0.8657 C22 Search bar 0.8687
C10 Local transportation/commuting tips 0.8656 C23 Social media pages 0.8638
C11 Suggested attractions 0.8742 C24 Quick facts section (ex. dialect, population) 0.8724
C12 Events calendar 0.8720 C25 Official contact number for tourist assistance 0.8674
Second come the rest of the scales with Likert scale data. The Credibility scale had an alpha value of 0.6333, 
which indicates good reliability. However, the reliability of the Credibility scale can still be raised if R1 is 
removed.Usability had an alpha value of 0.8267, which also indicates high reliability. However, the reliability of the 
Usability scale can still be raised if U1 and U3 are removed. Persuasiveness had an alpha value of 0.7999, which 
indicates good reliability. However, the reliability of the Persuasiveness scale can still be raised if P5 is 
removed.Table 3 shows a summary of the reliability analysis for Likert scale data.
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Table 3. Analysis of Likert scale data.
Items
Cron. alpha if 
item is 
removed
Factor 1 
loadings
(Influence)
Factor 2 
loadings
(Usability)
Variance 
Explained
CredibilityĮ )
R1 The information in the website was unreliable. 0.8084* - - -
R2 The website was made by a tourism agency that I can trust. 0.4084 0.6389 0.1862 44.30%
R3 I felt securing while browsing the website. 0.3688 0.5938 0.4512 55.63%
Usability Į )
U1 The website was confusing to use at first. 0.8565* - - -
U2 It was easy to locate the main menu. 0.8001 0.1704 0.7337 56.75%
U3 It was easy to locate the search bar. 0.8294* - - -
U4 The buttons led me to the correct info right away. 0.7963 0.2169 0.7098 55.10%
U5 The wordings used were understandable. 0.8029 0.0827 0.8066 65.75%
U6 The sentences can be read comfortably. 0.7910 0.3167 0.7846 71.60%
U7 The menu items were labeled sensibly. 0.7985 0.0852 0.7281 53.75%
U8 The website's colors were easy on the eyes. 0.8091 0.2434 0.6091 43.03%
U9 After a while, I became more familiar with the website. 0.7900 0.4312 0.6837 65.35%
Persuasiveness Į )
P1 I am likely to share the website to my friends. 0.7091 0.8913 0.1587 81.96%
P2 I am likely to visit the website again in the future. 0.7366 0.8149 0.1844 69.82%
P3 The website was attractive. 0.7411 0.7750 0.1742 63.11%
P4 Because of the website, my opinion about the destination improved. 0.7319 0.8305 0.2309 74.31%
P5 There were not enough pictures of the destination. 0.9092* - - -
P6 The pictures made me imagine myself being there. 0.7374 0.7915 0.2108 67.11%
Total items (original) = 42
Total items left after initial reliability analysis = 39
*removed after initial reliability analysis
In summary, R1, U1, U3, and P5 were removed after the initial reliability analysis.A subsequent reliability
analysis revealed that the over-all Cronbach’s alpha increased to 0.9116, which indicates very strong reliability, after 
the four items were removed. The alpha values were 0.8084 for Credibility, 0.8762 for Usability, and 0.9092 for 
Persuasiveness. It can be observed that the new alpha values are higher than the previous ones.
Next,prinicipal component analysis (PCA) with varimax rotation was done to reaffirm the unidimensionality of 
the Likert-type scales. Principal component analysis explores the underlying dimensions of each item in order to 
reduce the number of items into related clusters. First, the Kaiser criterion for factor extraction was used. According 
to the criterion, factors with eigenvalues less than 1.0 are rejected. Based on the analysis, only two factors had 
eigenvalues greater than 1.0. The two factors explain 61.97% of the variance in the data. Next, a scree plot was 
generated and examined. As a rule of thumb, factors to the left of the inflection point or elbow are accepted. In the 
scree plot, the inflection point is seen on the third factor, hence only the first two factors are accepted. Therefore, 
only two factors must be retained.The factor loadings are shown in Table 3.Items R2, R3, P1, P2, P3, P4, and P6 
load very significantly on Factor 1 (with loadings >0.50). Meanwhile, items U2, U4, U5, U6, U7, U8, and U9 load 
very significantly (with loadings >0.50) on Factor 2. Therefore, thePCA procedure showed that Credibility and
Persuasivenessmerge into Factor 1 (called Influence) while Usability make up Factor 2 (called Usability).
As a result of the PCA procedure, the tool is now composed of three factors, namely Completeness, Usability, 
and Influence. With this new grouping of factors, a final reliability analysis is performed. The alpha value for the 
tool is computed at 0.8932. The alpha for theCompletenessscale is 0.922, 0.876 for theUsabilityscale, and 0.9051 for
theInfluencescale. All alpha values indicate very high internal consistency.
Table 4.Comparison of provincial tourism websites.
Completeness Usability Influence UPQ Score
Batangas 68.90% 80.91% 84.80% 77.22%
Compostela V. 66.50% 77.03% 73.37% 71.86%
IlocosNorte 65.73% 81.49% 81.14% 75.56%
Negros Occ. 68.64% 85.94% 84.11% 78.66%
Mean 67.44% 81.34% 80.86% 75.83%
Std. dev. 0.1310 0.1297 0.1392 0.0960
Ave. importance weights 37.30% 29.35% 33.35%
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4.2. Comparing the provincial tourism websites
Given the new factors of Completeness, Usability, and Influence, the UPQ scores for every provincial website
used was computed. The raw percentage scores per factor obtained from the survey as well as the computedover-all 
UPQ scores are shown in Table 4.According to the respondents, Batangas had the highest Completeness rating with 
a score of 68.90%, followed closely by Negros Occidental. On the other hand, IlocosNorte had the lowest rating in 
this factor, scoring 65.73%. However, the mean rating of 67.44% indicates that the four websites generally still lack 
in information and features.In terms of Usability, Negros Occidental was rated the highest (85.94%) while 
Compostela Valley was rated the lowest (77.03%). Some evaluators of the CompostelaValley website reported that 
the website was confusing to use, that it did not have a search bar to aid in navigation, and that it used small text 
sizes which were very hard to read. The mean rating of 81.34% indicates that the four websites have relatively good 
usability.For Influence, Batangas was rated the highest (84.80%), followed closely by Negros Occidental, while 
Compostela Valley was rated the lowest (73.37%). Those whoevaluated the Compostela Valley website reported 
that the website was very simple and unattractive and that there were not many pictures of the attractions.
Ultimately, Negros Occidental had the highest UPQ score of 78.66%, followed by Batangas (77.22%), 
IlocosNorte (75.56%), and finally Compostela Valley (71.86%).
4.3. Cronbach’s alpha comparison with existing tools
Given the computed Cronbach’s alpha of the proposed tool, it is compared against the Cronbach’s alphas of other 
existing tools to determine where the tool stands in the competition. Only the existing tools with given Cronbach’s 
alpha values are included in this comparison. As shown in Table 5, the proposed tool generated relatively higher 
Cronbach’s alpha in measuring similar attributes of other existing tools. On top of integrating attributes from many 
different tools, the tool has good internal consistency, even higher than of existing tools.
Table 5.Cronbach’s alpha comparison.
5. Conclusion
This paper aimstopropose a tool for the evaluation of destination websites to aid local government units (LGUs) 
in the Philippines in assessing the effectiveness of their existing destination websites. The tool developed, called the 
User-Perceived Quality tool, used an integrated set of website quality attributes from existing tools, hence it is more 
comprehensive in terms of the number of attributes measured. The website quality factors measured by the tool are 
information completeness, credibility, usability, and persuasiveness. The tool underwent pilot testing using Filipino 
domestic tourists as participants. The tool was used on provincial tourism websites in the Philippines to demonstrate 
its capabilities. Using the measurements obtained, the internal validity and unidimensionality of the tool 
werereaffirmed. The findings also suggest that credibility and persuasiveness can merge into a single factor, which 
was called influence in this study. The tool was also found to measure the three factors more reliably than existing 
instruments that measured the same factors. Therefore, the tool is put forward as a standard evaluation framework 
for destination websites.
By using the User-Perceived Quality Scale, LGUs can assess the effectiveness of their destination websites, in 
terms of how well the websites are perceived by target users. The higher the score generated by the tool, the more 
Factor Aladwani&Palvia (2002)
Kim &Fesenmeier 
(2008) Lee &Kozar (2012) Current study
Completeness-related attributes Content quality = 0.85 Informativeness = 0.79 Content = 0.8705 Completeness = 0.922
Usability-related attributes Usability = 0.86
Learnability = 0.8495
Navigability = 0.8582
Interactivity = 0.8383
Readability = 0.8660
Usability = 0.876
Influence-related attributes 
(Credibility + Persuasiveness) Appearance = 0.87 Credibility = 0.85
Telepresence = 0.8498
Credibility = 0.8903 Influence = 0.9051
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effective the website is in representing the destination. The tool also informs web developers of design deficiencies 
that they need to address. 
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